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Response to Comment Letter Number 27 

Response to Comment Number 27-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 28 

Response to Comment Number 28-1 
The purpose of the EIR is to inform the decisionmaker and the public of a 

project’s significant environmental effects, ways to minimize those effects, and 

to describe reasonable alternatives to the project.  These effects have been fully 

disclosed in the EIR.  The SWRCB must review and consider the information in 

the Final EIR, including the comments it has received, before deciding whether 

or how to approve the project.  Thus, the SWRCB’s decision on the merits 

regarding water quality certification and any balancing will be done after the 

SWRCB has considered the Final EIR and will not be included in the Final EIR 

itself.  Please also see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 28-2 
SPPC provided their average power generation output based on their records 

extending back to the early 1900’s.  The impact analysis in Chapter 9 and 

Appendix F uses a 32-year hydrologic period from 1968 to 2000.  This period of 

record was selected because it represents the most accurate data on reservoir 

operations and river flows because it includes data with all 7 upstream reservoirs 

operational.  Appendix F is provided to identify the potential impacts of the 

mitigation on power generation and values are averaged. 

Response to Comment Number 28-3 
Please see Master Response Need 1 and response to comment 1-1. 

Response to Comment Number 28-4 
The Truckee River Operating Agreement (TROA) is still being negotiated and a 

final and effective TROA is not anticipated for several years.  Before TROA is 

signed and effective, it must be evaluated under state and federal environmental 

laws, including CEQA and NEPA.  Although California and the Department of 

the Interior previously prepared a joint EIS/EIR, it must be revised and the 

parties have not yet prepared a new draft document.  The SWRCB’s analysis of 

TROA in the Draft EIR is based on the available information. 

The EIR identifies potential environmental effects associated with the proposed 

project and included mitigation to minimize or avoid adverse environmental 

impacts.  The SWRCB recognizes that the TROA will result in changes in 

reservoir operation upstream of the Farad Diversion Dam.  One of the purposes 

of TROA is to enhance spawning flows in the lower Truckee River.  The 

requirements in Mitigation Measure 6-3 for a bypass flow of 150 cfs will be 

achieved through a reduction in power generation and not a reallocation or 

reoperation of reservoir capacity.  Thus, the proposed project does not affect 

Truckee River reservoir operations and thus will not affect operations under 

TROA.

This comment does not identify significant environmental issues not addressed in 

the Draft EIR.  It appears that the commentor is interested in the economic 

impacts of TROA on the proposed project, but such economic analysis is not 

required under CEQA. 
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Response to Comment Number 28-5 
CEQA does not require an economic or cost-benefit analysis of a project.  The 

environmental effects associated with the project are described in the draft EIR.

Please see Master Response Cost 2. 

Response to Comment Number 28-6 
The project’s fish passage facilities were designed according to National Marine 

Fishery Service standards, and include the latest innovations in fish passage 

design.  Mitigation Measure 6-2 will ensure the facility operates as designed.  

Off-site mitigation is not needed to mitigate for project impacts on aquatic 

resources.  No changes are proposed to the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment Number 28-7 
The Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) may be the future owner of the 

Farad Diversion Dam.  Water quality certification restrictions as well as 

mitigation measures proposed as part of any project approval will be required of 

any future owner. 

Response to Comment Number 28-8 
A Section 404 permit for the proposed project will result in a federal 

discretionary act that will trigger a NEPA review.  The US Army Corps of 

Engineers is currently processing this permit application.  An EA is anticipated 

following the Final EIR.  The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) was only 

under contract to construct the physical model and is not issuing a regulatory 

decision on the project. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 29 

Response to Comment Number 29-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Number 29-2 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 29-3 
Please see Master Response Recreation 1. In the event that the Mitigation 

Measure 9-3 (formerly Mitigation Measure 9-1) must be implemented, the 

proposed mitigation will result in approximately 2 to 3 days per month increase 

in boating opportunities for rafters and kayakers.  As is illustrated in the tables 

provided in this comment letter, there will continue to be a substantial reduction 

in boating opportunities.  However, the SWRCB determined that these impacts 

were mitigated to a less-than-significant level with mitigation because the 

mitigation provides regular/consistent opportunities for recreational use and 

because the mitigation includes a mechanism to provide another weekend of 

flows in the event actual use numbers are high. 

Response to Comment Number 29-4 
Please see response to comment 29-3. 

Response to Comment Number 29-5 
Additional recreational flows are not proposed as mitigation for the proposed 

project.  Please see response to comment 29-3. 

Response to Comment Number 29-6 
See Master Response Recreation 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 30 

Response to Comment Number 30-1 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 31 

Response to Comment Number 31-1 
Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 32 

Response to Comment Number 32-1 
The proposed minimum flow in the EIR is 150 cfs. 

Response to Comment Number 32-2 
Comment noted.  SPPC’s only project pending before the SWRCB is SPPC’s 

application for water quality certification for the Farad Diversion Dam.  

Moreover, some of SPPC’s facilities are located in Nevada and the SWRCB has 

no regulatory jurisdiction in Nevada. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 33 

Response to Comment Number 33-1 
Comment noted.  No change required. 

Response to Comment Number 33-2 
Comment noted.  Alternative A is the Proposed Project, and the mitigation 

required for approval serves to address and minimize environmental impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 34 

Response to Comment Number 34-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Responses Fish 3, Recreation 1, and 

Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 34-2 
Please see response to comment 34-1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 35 

Response to Comment Number 35-1 
Please see Master Responses Fish 1, Alternative 1, and Cost 1. 

Response to Comment Number 35-2 
Please see Master Response Fish 4. 

Response to Comment Number 35-3 
Please see Master Response Fish 4.  In the event Mitigation Measure 9-3 is 

implemented, the magnitude of the increase and ramping of flows is not expected 

to be large enough or quick enough to result in adverse public safety effects on 

anglers.  No additional changes are proposed. 

Response to Comment Number 35-4 
Monitoring is proposed as part of Mitigation Measure 6-2.  No additional 

mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment Number 35-5 
Water is needed to maintain the flume and Mitigation Measure 4-2 ensures that 

these diversions are reasonable. 

Response to Comment Number 35-6 
Please see Master Responses Water Quality 1 and 2. 

Response to Comment Number 35-7 
Please see Master Responses Fish 1 and Fish 3. 

Response to Comment Number 35-8 
The purpose of the EIR is to inform the decisionmaker and the public of a 

project’s significant environmental effects, ways to minimize those effects, and 

to describe reasonable alternatives to the project.  These environmental effects 

have been fully disclosed in the EIR.  The suggested evaluation of SPPC’s water 

rights requires administrative or judicial review that is distinct from the 

environmental review required under CEQA.  The SWRCB, however, will 

review and consider the information in the Final EIR, including the comments it 

has received, before deciding whether or how to approve the project. 

Response to Comment Number 35-9 
The Corps is currently determining if consultation with the USFWS is needed 

under Section 7 of the ESA.  It may not because Lahontan cutthroat trout is not 

present in the project area. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 36 

Response to Comment Number 36-1 
Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 37 

Response to Comment Number 37-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment Number 37-2 
The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the flume leakage on beneficial uses.  

Maintenance and repair of the flume is not part of proposed project and was not 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 38 

Response to Comment Number 38-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 38-2 
Please see Master Response Need 1 and 2. 

Response to Comment Number 38-3 
Please see Master Response Need 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 39 

Response to Comment Number 39-1 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 39-2 
Please see Master Responses Need 3 and Recreation 1. 

Response to Comment Number 39-3 
Please see Master Responses Alternative 1 and Need 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 40 

Response to Comment Number 40-1 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 40-2 
Issuance of the water quality certification would legally require the applicant to 

apply the mitigation measures set forth in the CEQA findings for the project. 

Response to Comment Number 40-3 
Please see Master Response Fish 3. 

Response to Comment Number 40-4 
Please see Master Response Recreation 2. 

Response to Comment Number 40-5 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Response Need 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 41 

Response to Comment Number 41-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 42 

Response to Comment Number 42-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 42-2 
Issuance of the water quality certification will legally require SPPC to apply the 

mitigation measures approved by the SWRCB.  These measures provide for fish 

and recreational boater passage.  See Master Response Recreation 1, an 

additional mitigation measure has been added that, if implemented, will eliminate 

weekend boating flows. 

Please also see Master Response Fish 3. 

Response to Comment Number 42-3 
Please see Master Responses Fish 1 and Fish 3. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 43 

Response to Comment Number 43-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Responses Alternative 1 and Need 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 44 

Response to Comment Number 44-1 
Please see Master Response Need 1. 

Response to Comment Number 44-2 
Please see Master Response Need 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 45 

Response to Comment Number 45-1 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 45-2 
Please see Master Response Need 1. 

Response to Comment Number 45-3 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 45-4 
Issuance of the water quality certification will legally require SPPC to apply the 

mitigation measures approved by the SWRCB.  These measures provide for fish 

and recreational boater passage.  See Master Response Recreation 1, an 

additional mitigation measure has been added that, if implemented, will eliminate 

weekend boating flows.  Please also see Master Response Fish 3. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 46 

Response to Comment Number 46-1 
Please see Master Responses Need 3 and Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 46-2
Please see Master Response Fish 3. 

Response to Comment Number 46-3 
Please see Master Response Recreation 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 47 

Response to Comment Number 47-1 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 47-2 
Please see Master Responses Need 1 and Cost 1. 

Response to Comment Number 47-3 
Please see Master Response Need 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 48 

Response to Comment Number 48-1 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 48-2 
Please see Master Response Cost 1. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 49 

Response to Comment Number 49-1 
Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 49-2 
Issuance of a water quality certification would legally require SPPC to apply the 

mitigation measures approved by the SWRCB. 

Response to Comment Number 49-3 
Please see Master Response Fish 4. 

Response to Comment Number 49-4 
Please see Master Response Fish 3. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 50 

Response to Comment Number 50-1 
Issuance of a water quality certification would legally require SPPC to apply the 

mitigation measures approved by the SWRCB. 

Response to Comment Number 50-2 
Please see Master Responses Need 1 and Cost 1.  SPPC is legally obligated to 

fulfill all mitigation and monitoring requirements under the Section 401 permit. 
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Response to Comment Letter Number 51 

Response to Comment Number 51-1 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Response Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment Number 51-2 
Please see Master Response Cost 1. 

Response to Comment Number 51-3 
Comment noted.  Please see Master Responses Need 1 and Cost 1. 
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